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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 60- 
vote threshold having been achieved, 
the bill, H.R. 644, as amended, is 
passed. 

Under the previous order, the motion 
to reconsider is considered made and 
laid upon the table. 

f 

ENSURING TAX EXEMPT ORGANI-
ZATIONS THE RIGHT TO APPEAL 
ACT—MOTION TO RECONSIDER 
CLOTURE VOTE ON MOTION TO 
PROCEED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the motion to pro-
ceed to the motion to reconsider the 
vote on which cloture was not invoked 
on the motion to proceed to H.R. 1314 is 
agreed to. 

Under the previous order, the time 
until 2 p.m. will be equally divided in 
the usual form. 

The Senator from Utah. 
Mr. HATCH. Madam President, soon 

the Senate will vote once again on 
whether to begin debate on legislation 
that will help shape the future of 
America’s trade policy, and, in addi-
tion, our role in the global economy. 
Needless to say, I was very dis-
appointed when many of my Demo-
cratic colleagues voted to block debate 
on these important issues earlier this 
week. I am hoping for a much different 
result this afternoon. 

This vote will set the stage for an im-
portant debate, quite likely the most 
significant debate that we will have in 
this Chamber all year. This debate will 
determine whether our Nation is will-
ing and able to accept the challenges of 
the world economy or whether we con-
tinue in retreat and yield to the siren 
song of isolationism and protectionism. 

It will determine whether we, as a 
nation, are able and willing to take the 
lead in setting the rules for the world 
economy or whether we will sit on the 
sidelines and let other countries create 
the rules that will govern trade in 
their regions for the foreseeable future. 
It should be pretty clear where I stand 
in this debate. 

I support free trade and open mar-
kets for U.S. exporters and job cre-
ators. I support new opportunities for 
American farmers, ranchers, manufac-
turers, service providers, and the work-
ers that they all employ. I support ex-
panding American influence in the 

most vibrant and strategic regions in 
the world. The best way for Congress to 
help our country achieve these goals is 
to renew trade promotion authority, or 
TPA, as soon as possible. 

That is what we will be debating, if 
this vote goes the way I hope it will. 
TPA is the most effective tool in the 
Congress’s trade arsenal. TPA ensures 
that Congress sets the objectives for 
our trade negotiators and that those 
negotiators will be able to reach the 
best deals possible. Without TPA we 
have no way of holding the administra-
tion accountable in trade negotiations 
and no way of making sure our country 
can get a good deal. 

Getting TPA renewed is currently 
President Obama’s top legislative pri-
ority. He is right and we should sup-
port our President on this issue. 

As chairman of the Senate com-
mittee with jurisdiction over trade, it 
is a very high priority for me, as well. 
The TPA bill that will be brought be-
fore the Senate represents a bipartisan, 
bicameral effort to advance our Na-
tion’s trade interests. 

The legislation we will be debating 
will also include provisions to reau-
thorize trade adjustment assistance, or 
TAA, which I know is a high priority 
for many of my colleagues. It has 
taken a long time, a lot of work, and 
no small amount of compromise to get 
us to this point. People from both par-
ties have put in enormous efforts just 
to get a chance to have this debate 
here on the Senate floor. 

I want to thank my colleagues for 
their work thus far in this effort, but 
also to remind them that we are not 
there yet. Now, I am well aware that 
not all of my colleagues share my 
views on trade. I expect that they will 
make those views abundantly clear in 
the coming days, as they should. But to 
do that, we need to begin that debate. 
I am looking forward to it. The Amer-
ican people deserve a spirited debate on 
these issues. 

Of course, they deserve an oppor-
tunity to see this Chamber function 
like the great deliberative body that it 
once was and under the current leader-
ship is becoming again. Put simply, the 
obstruction has gone on long enough. 
It is time to get down to the serious 
business of legislating. I hope we can 
begin or continue that process today 
by voting in favor of the motion to pro-
ceed. I encourage all of my colleagues 
to do that so that we can get on this 
bill, debate it, have a full-fledged de-
bate, and let the chips fall where they 
may. 

If we do, I think we will all feel a lot 
better about what goes on around this 
place. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

PERDUE.) The Senator from Vermont. 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, let me 

respectfully disagree with my friend 
from Utah. Let me urge all Members to 
vote against what I believe to be a dis-
astrous trade agreement, a trade agree-
ment based on other trade agreements, 

which, in fact, have cost us millions of 
decent-paying jobs and have led to a 
race to the bottom. 

Let me just briefly give four rea-
sons—and there are many more. But 
let me just focus on four objective rea-
sons why we should defeat this fast- 
track legislation and why we need to 
develop a whole new approach to trade 
that benefits American workers rather 
than just the CEOs of large multi-
national corporations. 

Reason No. 1, this unfettered free- 
trade agreement with Vietnam, Malay-
sia, and 10 other countries follows in 
the footsteps of disastrous trade agree-
ments such as NAFTA, CAFTA, Perma-
nent Normal Trade Relations with 
China, and the South Korea Free Trade 
Agreement. 

Any objective look at these trade 
agreements will tell us that they have 
cost us millions of decent-paying jobs 
and have led us to a race to the bot-
tom, where American workers are 
forced to compete against workers in 
low-wage countries who are making 
pennies an hour. 

Over and over again, supporters of 
these types of trade agreements have 
told us about how many jobs they 
would create, how beneficial it would 
be for the middle class and working 
class of this country. But over and over 
again, virtually everything they told 
us turned out to be wrong, and they are 
wrong again in terms of the TPP. 

In 1993, President Bill Clinton prom-
ised that NAFTA would create 1 mil-
lion American jobs in 5 years. Instead, 
NAFTA has led to the loss of almost 
700,000 jobs. In 1999, we were promised 
that Permanent Normal Trade Rela-
tions with China would open the Chi-
nese economy to American-made goods 
and services. Instead, as everybody who 
goes shopping knows—when you buy 
product after product made in China— 
that trade agreement has cost us some 
2.7 million American jobs. I remember 
hearing all the accolades about free 
trade with China. They all turned out 
to be wrong. 

In 2011, the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce told us that the South Korea 
Free Trade Agreement would create 
some 280,000 jobs. Well, wrong again— 
instead, that agreement has led to the 
loss of some 75,000 jobs. 

The reason for all of this is very sim-
ple. Why would an American corpora-
tion invest in this country, pay Amer-
ican workers 15, 18, 20 bucks an hour, 
provide health care, have to obey envi-
ronmental regulations, and deal with 
trade unions, when they can go abroad, 
pay people pennies an hour, and not 
have to worry about the environment. 
That is, of course, what has happened. 

These trade agreements have failed. 
TPP is based on these principles. It 
will be another failure. We should re-
ject it for that reason. 

Second point, in politics it is always 
interesting and important to know 
whose side different groups are on. You 
can learn a lot by who is supporting an 
agreement and by who is opposing the 
agreement. 
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Well, let’s talk about who is sup-

porting the TPP. It turns out that vir-
tually every major multinational cor-
poration, including many that have 
shut down plants in the United States 
and moved abroad—all of these multi-
nationals think the TPP is a great 
idea. I am sure I can understand why it 
will be a great program for them. It 
will only accelerate their ability to 
shut down plants in America and move 
to low-wage countries abroad. 

There is another group that is ac-
tively pushing for us to vote for the 
TPP. That is the pharmaceutical in-
dustry. As I think every American 
knows, the drug companies in this 
country charge our people here the 
highest prices in the world for prescrip-
tion drugs, but they love this legisla-
tion. They just love it because they 
think as a result of this legislation, 
they will be able to charge people all 
over the world, including in very poor 
countries, higher prices for their prod-
ucts. 

Wall Street—surprise of all sur-
prises—Wall Street loves this agree-
ment. As we all remember, not so 
many years ago, the greed, reckless-
ness, and illegal behavior of Wall 
Street caused the most significant eco-
nomic recession since the Great De-
pression. But Wall Street loves this 
legislation because it will make it easi-
er for them to sell esoteric, com-
plicated financial products all over the 
world. 

So those are some of the groups that 
think this legislation is wonderful, 
that we should vote for it. 

Which are the groups and the organi-
zations that oppose this legislation? 
Well, it turns out that every trade 
union in this country, unions rep-
resenting over 20 million American 
workers, unions that are fighting every 
single day to get workers higher wages, 
better pay, better health care, are in 
strong opposition to this legislation. 

This is what the trade union move-
ment has to say about TPP: 

Fast Track trade deals mean fewer jobs, 
lower wages, and a declining middle class. 
Fast Track has been used since the Nixon 
Administration to advance deals, like 
NAFTA, that are sold to the American peo-
ple as job creation measures. But these 
deals, written largely by and for the world’s 
largest corporations, don’t create jobs; their 
main purpose isn’t even related to trade, it’s 
to enshrine rules that make it easier for 
firms to invest offshore and increase cor-
porate influence over the global economy. 

That is what the trade union move-
ment in this country believes about 
this agreement. But it is not only the 
trade union movement that has op-
posed the TPP. Virtually every major 
environmental and scientific group in 
this country, groups such as the 
League of Conservation Voters, the Si-
erra Club, the Natural Resources De-
fense Council, the Union of Concerned 
Scientists, Friends of the Earth, 
Greenpeace, and 350.org oppose this 
legislation. This is what the environ-
mental organizations have written 
about this bill: 

As leading U.S. environmental and science 
organizations, we write to express our strong 
opposition to ‘‘fast track’’ trade promotion 
authority and to urge you to oppose any leg-
islation that would limit the ability of Con-
gress to ensure that trade pacts deliver bene-
fits for communities, workers, public health, 
and the environment. 

So we have trade union organizations 
representing some 20 million American 
workers that say we should not go for-
ward with this agreement. We have or-
ganizations representing millions of 
people in the environmental commu-
nity that say we should not go forward 
with this legislation. 

Then we have religious groups, such 
as the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.), 
the United Methodist Church, and the 
Sisters of Mercy, that also are oppos-
ing this legislation. This is what they 
have written: 

As people of faith, we call on all nations 
and government to uphold the dignity of all 
people. Yet modern trade agreements have 
harmed people, especially the most vulner-
able in the United States and globally. . . . 
Trade, like the rest of the economy, must be 
a means of lifting people out of poverty and 
ensure a country’s ability to protect the 
health, safety and wellbeing of their citizens 
and the planet. In recognition of your sacred 
task of stewardship over people and policies, 
we ask you to oppose fast track trade pro-
motion authority for any trade agreement 
currently being negotiated. 

So, on the one hand, you have all of 
the big-money organizations. You have 
every major multinational corporation 
in America. You have Wall Street, and 
you have the pharmaceutical industry. 
They say: Vote for this legislation. 

On the other side, you have unions 
representing millions of Americans. 
You have environmental organizations 
representing millions more Americans, 
and you have religious organizations 
who say: Wait a second. This fast-track 
trade agreement may not be a good 
idea. Vote no. 

So on the one hand, you have groups 
whose motivation is greed and profit, 
and on the other hand, you have orga-
nizations trying to protect working 
people, trying to protect the environ-
ment, trying to uphold basic religious 
values about human dignity saying no. 
Well, which side should we be on? I say 
we stand with those who are concerned 
about workers’ rights, the environ-
ment, and moral values. 

Let me give you another reason why 
we should oppose this trade agree-
ment—and this is a provision that has 
gotten far too little attention—and 
that is the investor-state dispute set-
tlement. That sounds like a highly 
technical term. What in God’s Name 
does that mean? But let me try to ex-
plain what it does mean. What it does 
mean in English is that it would allow 
large multinational corporations to sue 
national, State, and local govern-
ments—not only in the United States 
but all over the world—if those govern-
ments pass legislation that hurts their 
expected future profits. 

This, to me, is exactly about what 
this whole agreement stands for. It is 
not for raising wages or creating jobs. 

It is to protect corporate profits. And, 
unbelievably, what this legislation is 
prepared to do is to undermine basic 
democracy in terms of what local com-
munities around the world, States in 
the United States, and national gov-
ernments do—whether it is the United 
States or any other government—if 
that undermines future profits of large 
multinational corporations. That is 
really extraordinary. 

I thought that our job, as Members of 
the Senate, and the job of people in 
Australia who represent their govern-
ment and people democratically elect-
ed all over the world—I had the idea 
that maybe their function was to rep-
resent, as best they could, the needs of 
the people who voted for them. I guess 
that is a radical and crazy idea. 

What this bill says is that if legisla-
tion is passed by people who are demo-
cratically elected, those decisions— 
that legislation—can be brought to an 
independent tribunal, and those coun-
tries could have to pay huge fines if the 
legislation, which might protect health 
care or might protect the environment, 
undermines future profits of multi-
national corporations. 

What an attack—not only on health 
and the environment—but it is an at-
tack on the fundamental tenets of de-
mocracy. Our job is not to worry about 
future corporate profits. Our job is to 
worry about the needs of the American 
people. That is what elected govern-
ments all over the world are supposed 
to do. 

Let me give you some examples—be-
cause we have not talked about this— 
of what is already going on around the 
world based on similar language to 
what will be in the TPP if we vote for 
it—similar language. 

This is maybe the most outrageous 
example that I can give you, but there 
are many others. Philip Morris, one of 
the large tobacco companies in the 
world, is suing both Australia and Uru-
guay over labeling requirements for 
cigarettes. 

Uruguay is this little country, and 
what they have done is they have been 
very aggressive in trying to protect 
their children and their people from 
the very harmful impacts of smoking. 

Now, you know what. I happen to 
think that is a good thing. I think in 
America and all over the world we 
should do everything that we can to 
make sure that our kids are not 
hooked on nicotine and do not have to 
suffer heart disease, cancer, emphy-
sema, and all of the other diseases re-
lated to smoking. I think our govern-
ment should be very vigorous. We have 
done some things in our country. I 
think we should do more. 

Uruguay, a little tiny country whose 
President turns out to be an 
oncologist, a guy who is worried about 
cancer, was trying to do everything it 
could to try to keep the kids in Uru-
guay from getting hooked on ciga-
rettes. And what happened to Uruguay? 
Well, they were taken to this inde-
pendent tribunal, composing, as I un-
derstand it, of three corporate lawyers, 
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because Philip Morris said: Hey, Uru-
guay, you are impacting our future 
profits. We want to get kids hooked 
onto nicotine. We want to sell our 
products to kids and to the people of 
Uruguay. By fighting us, passing legis-
lation, and doing things that will make 
it harder for kids to smoke, you are ru-
ining our profits. 

This case is now resting in an inde-
pendent tribunal. How insane is that— 
that a country trying to protect its 
kids from getting cancer is being sued 
by Philip Morris because it might cost 
them profits? So this is not only a 
health issue—in this case of cancer pre-
vention—but this is an issue of basic 
democracy. 

Do the people of Uruguay, do the peo-
ple of Australia, do the people of any 
country have a right to be very vig-
orous in protecting the health of their 
kids and their citizens without wor-
rying about being sued by a cigarette 
manufacturer that is trying to poison 
these kids with deadly products. 

So this is not only a health issue, it 
is a basic democratic issue, and if Phil-
ip Morris wins this case, it will be 
sending a message to every government 
in the world that they can’t be aggres-
sive in doing things to protect their 
kids from cigarettes. 

That is one example. Let me give an-
other equally outrageous example. 
Under this investor-state provision, a 
French waste management firm— 
Veolia—is suing for $110 million under 
the France-Egypt bilateral investment 
treaty over changes to Egypt’s labor 
laws, including an increase in the min-
imum wage. 

Now, let me be honest. I know noth-
ing about Egypt’s minimum wage, but 
I do think Egypt and every other coun-
try on Earth has a right to raise its 
minimum wage, if they think it makes 
sense, without worrying about being 
sued by some company that will have 
to pay higher wages. How crazy is that? 
So, again, not being terribly knowl-
edgeable about domestic policies in 
Egypt, the idea that they are being 
sued for the crime of raising their min-
imum wage is, to me, beyond com-
prehension. 

Again, this is just an example of 
what is happening now and what will 
only happen in an accelerated manner 
if we pass this agreement, but let me 
give one last example. 

A Swedish energy company called 
Vattenfall launched a $5 billion lawsuit 
over Germany’s decision to phase out 
nuclear power. This initiative was im-
plemented in response to the 
Fukushima disaster. Germany, last I 
knew, was an independent country, 
with an elected government, and they 
made a decision to phase out nuclear 
energy. Some people think it is a good 
idea, some think it is a bad idea, but 
last I heard that should be a decision of 
the German Government and the peo-
ple who elected that government. The 
elected officials of Germany are not 
dummies. I presume they do what their 
people want them to do or they pay the 
political consequence. 

But that was the decision of the 
elected officials of Germany. They 
said: Let’s phase out nuclear power. 
Yet now they are being sued by a Swed-
ish energy company, Vattenfall, for 
some $5 billion because they made that 
decision. 

Now, that is just what is going on 
right now. Think about what that 
means into the future. It means any 
government around the world or in this 
trade agreement, it means any State in 
the United States—if my State of 
Vermont, which is sensitive to the en-
vironment, decides to go forward on an 
environmental piece of legislation, 
some large corporation can go to an 
independent tribunal and say: Look, we 
are going to sue Vermont for $1 billion 
because we wanted to do business there 
and their environmental regulations 
are impacting our ability to make a 
profit. That undermines what the State 
of Vermont or the State of Georgia or 
any other State chooses to do. 

To me, it is just beyond comprehen-
sion that anybody would vote for that 
type of legislation. We can disagree 
with what they do in Egypt or disagree 
with what they do in Uruguay, we can 
disagree with what we do here, but to 
say an independent tribunal can pro-
vide billions of dollars in damages to a 
corporation because of a democrat-
ically made decision in the United 
States or any other country around the 
world is, to me, just incomprehensible. 

The last point I would want to make 
deals with a health issue. Clearly, one 
of the health crises we face not only in 
America but around the world is the 
high cost of prescription drugs. In our 
country, if my memory is correct, 
some 25 percent of Americans who re-
ceive prescriptions from doctors are 
unable to afford to fill those prescrip-
tions—someone goes to the doctor who 
diagnoses that individual and writes 
out a script, and the person says thank 
you very much but doesn’t have the 
money to fill that script. It is bad in 
this country, but obviously it is much 
worse in very, very poor countries 
around the world. 

What this agreement will do, among 
other things, if it is passed, is allow 
pharmaceutical companies to fight 
back against their brand-name prod-
ucts being converted into generics at 
much lower prices, so poor countries 
all over the world would have to strug-
gle to come up with very high prices 
for medicine for people who don’t have 
a whole lot of money. 

In fact, that is why Doctors Without 
Borders has said—and Doctors Without 
Borders, as you may know, is a heroic 
group of doctors who, whenever there 
is a health care crisis around the 
world—whether it is Ebola in Africa or 
whatever—travel to those places and 
put their lives on the line. Some have 
died to provide medical treatment in 
the most difficult of circumstances to 
the poorest people around the world. 
They are really a heroic group of peo-
ple. But Doctors Without Borders has 
said: ‘‘The TPP agreement is on track 

to become the most harmful trade pact 
ever for access to medicines in devel-
oping countries.’’ 

So to my mind, the vote we are going 
to have in a short time is really a no- 
brainer. Are we dumb enough to con-
tinue down the road of failed trade 
policies? I would hope not. Do we think 
it is a good idea to be siding with cor-
porate America, which has already 
used previous trade agreements to 
outsource millions of our jobs and 
thinks this agreement is just wonder-
ful? Are we going to stand with Wall 
Street, whose greed has no limits? Are 
we going to stand with the pharma-
ceutical industry, which wants to sell 
drugs to people all over the world at a 
higher price or do we stand with 
unions, environmental groups, reli-
gious groups? Do we get involved in a 
trade agreement which allows corpora-
tions to undermine the democratic 
rights of countries that stand up for 
their environment, stand up for the 
health and well-being of their kids? Do 
we make it harder for poor people 
around the world to get the medicines 
they need? 

This is a no-brainer. I would hope 
Members of the Senate send a resound-
ing note to the corporate world that 
says you can’t have it all; that we are 
going to pass trade agreements which 
protect working families, which pro-
tect the middle class, and which pro-
tect struggling people all over the 
world and we are going to vote no on 
fast-track and no on the TPP. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the ne-
gotiating process has finally worked. 
Indeed, the spirit of four bills that 
passed the Finance Committee last 
week on this issue of trade—the spirit 
of that overwhelming bipartisan vote 
in the Finance Committee has now 
been carried out on the floor of the 
Senate and, in fact, is being carried out 
and will be so as we invoke the motion 
for cloture to go to the bill in the next 
vote that will occur in 30 minutes. 

Certainly, trade preferences with re-
gard to African countries, plus the 
trade preferences with regard to the 
poorest nation in the Western Hemi-
sphere, Haiti, were not controversial at 
all. We passed that. 

Certainly, the intent was that the 
safeguards we put in with regard to 
considering trade legislation put them 
on a Customs bill. That was intended 
to go along with the trade legislation, 
and now that has passed. Remember, 
all of this was bollixed up 2 or 3 days 
ago and we weren’t going anywhere, 
but cooler minds prevailed and brought 
everybody together. 
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Now we go to the main event. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 

for the minority has expired. 
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent for 2 additional 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NELSON. I am very grateful to 
my colleague from Alabama for allow-
ing me to do that. 

Mr. President, the main event is the 
combined two bills of trade adjustment 
assistance, which is, if there is a dis-
ruption in a local economy or in a par-
ticular trade as a result of new inter-
national trade arrangements, there 
will be extra training for those workers 
to be trained into another job so they 
have a livelihood—that is common 
sense. That is combined with the other 
main event, which is a procedure to 
fast-track, ultimately, the two trade 
bills that are being negotiated by the 
United States, one in the Pacific area, 
the other one with Europe. 

Fast-track means that when those 
trade bills come to the Congress for ap-
proval or disapproval, it will be done 
with an up-or-down vote. In other 
words, they can’t be pecked to death 
with hundreds of amendments. That is 
why it is called fast-track. We are get-
ting to the point where we are going to 
pass this as we get into the consider-
ation of this legislation and amend-
ments that will be coming to it. 

At the end of the day, this Senator is 
quite confident we will be able to pass 
the fast-track, and it will have this 
Senator’s support. Why? Simply be-
cause this Senator believes these trade 
agreements are in the interest of the 
United States. 

I would conclude by saying that if we 
take, for example, the potential Pacific 
agreement, our military commanders 
have told us that, in fact, it is one of 
the best things we could do to get this 
trade agreement so China can’t get in 
the economic door before the United 
States. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alabama. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I be notified 
after 12 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will so notify the Senator. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I 
think that as we consider these trade 
agreements, it is appropriate that we 
recognize the importance of free trade, 
how it helps the world and helps the 
economy, and it is something I cer-
tainly support and have supported on a 
number of occasions in the past, in-
cluding the last big trade bill, the Ko-
rean trade bill. I generally support—I 
actually do support the idea of com-
parative advantage, the gist of which is 
that if a nation can produce a product 
and sell it cheaper in another country, 
people over time will benefit from al-
lowing that country’s product to enter 
the country and being able to buy it at 
a lower price. That is comparative ad-

vantage, and I think it is sound in prin-
ciple and generally sound in practice. 

But the American workers are not 
doing well now. Wages have not in-
creased since 2000—15 years. We have 
been down $3,000 in median family in-
come since 2009 and still down $3,000. 
We have the lowest percentage of 
Americans in working years actually 
working today since the 1970s. So this 
is not a healthy environment for Amer-
icans. The market has done pretty 
well. Revenues and profits are holding 
pretty well, but the average American 
working person is not doing so well. 

So what has happened? Is there a 
problem with currency manipulation, 
state-owned enterprises, subsidized for-
eign industries, people who dump prod-
ucts here below market cost or right at 
market cost being subsidized and sup-
ported by foreign countries? Do those 
alter the situation? Do they make it 
impossible for American businesses to 
compete, and if they go out of business, 
will our government bail them out in 
any way? We had one bailout after the 
financial collapse, but businesses are 
closing every day and they are not 
being bailed out today. We have seen 
substantial reductions in manufac-
turing around the country. 

The Wall Street Journal just this 
week published an article, ‘‘The Case of 
the Vanishing Worker.’’ That was in 
Monday’s Wall Street Journal. It 
talked about the city of Decatur, IL, 
and detailed how their unemployment 
rate had gotten as high as 14 percent 
and it had dropped to almost half of 
that. It dropped down to almost half of 
that, so that looked pretty good, but 
when they looked at the numbers, they 
weren’t so good. 

What did they find? Even though the 
unemployment rate had fallen to al-
most half, how many people were actu-
ally working? Well, the answer was 8 
percent fewer. So how can the unem-
ployment rate fall and the number of 
people actually working fall at the 
same time? The answer is, as the arti-
cle said, that people are moving away; 
they are dropping out of the workforce 
entirely; they are taking early retire-
ment. That is what is happening too 
often in America. 

So I think it is important for us to 
ask, how are these trade agreements 
benefiting the nation? How are they 
impacting American people? Let’s ask 
some questions about it. 

I asked the President questions on 
that. I sent him a letter, and I asked 
him a series of questions relating to 
wages. Will this trade agreement im-
prove job prospects? Will it improve or 
make worse our trade deficits? Well, he 
hasn’t answered those questions. 

So I ask my colleagues: Has anybody 
demanded the Commerce Department, 
the Treasury Department, the adminis-
tration to produce data to show that if 
we enter into another agreement in-
volving 40 percent of the world’s econ-
omy, involving some of our most capa-
ble and rigorous and toughest mer-
cantilist competitors, what will it do 

to the American workers’ prospects? Is 
that a fair question to ask? We haven’t 
seen any discussion of it, so far as I can 
tell. And let me tell you what the rea-
son is. 

Well, first, I will say this: I believe 
unfair trade competition is real. We 
talk to people out there every day, and 
they tell us about it. Dan DiMicco, 
former CEO of Nucor Steel, has one of 
his plants in Alabama. They have 
plants all over the country. He said 
that these trade agreements are in ef-
fect unilateral American trade disar-
mament and they enable foreign mer-
cantilism. In other words, what he is 
saying is that we have acquiesced to 
the mercantilist nationalism emphasis 
of our trading partners. And why is 
that? Well, I figured it out. It has 
taken me a while to understand ex-
actly what the theory is behind these 
trade agreements, and I don’t believe I 
am in error when I discuss this. 

Ross Kaminsky, writing in the Amer-
ican Spectator—a fine magazine— 
wrote a fine piece arguing for this TPA 
and the trade agreement. He was over-
whelmingly saying it must be passed 
virtually regardless of what is in it. 

I have to say his position is con-
sistent with the position of the edi-
torial page of the Wall Street Journal 
and many other economists, and we 
have to understand what it is. And I 
am losing confidence in this position. I 
am not sure it is a good position. As a 
matter of fact, I don’t think it is. 
Maybe I am wrong, but I don’t think it 
is. 

This is what he says on trade: 
It bears repeating—and repeating and re-

peating and repeating—that the benefit to 
American consumers of free trade is so large 
that it must trump any parochial interest of 
a particular industry or labor union or poli-
tician. 

Because they lower the prices of imports, 
and even understanding that there will be a 
few losers, free trade agreements are almost 
always worth supporting regardless of what 
is offered to American exporters by the for-
eign trade partner. 

Let me repeat that. He said they are 
almost always worthy of being entered 
into regardless of what is offered to the 
American exporters by the foreign 
trade partner. 

I remember, as a skilled business-
man, when I first came to the Senate, 
and Alan Greenspan, Chairman of the 
Federal Reserve, was before me. I was 
kind of nervous about it—a big maestro 
of the economy. 

I asked him a simple question: Mr. 
Greenspan, what if a country wants to 
trade with us, wants to sell products to 
us but will buy zero products from us? 
They just want to sell to us but will 
buy nothing in return. Should we enter 
into a trade agreement with them? 

What do you think he answered? I 
used to ask people in townhalls about 
this on occasion, and they would say he 
said no. But, but he said yes. 

I am telling you, this is the move-
ment—the mentality of the current 
trade agreement supporters, at least in 
the intellectual, corporate world and 
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the newspaper world and many within 
universities, certainly not all. 

So is this a valid position? Are we 
subjecting our American people un-
fairly to competition that could cost 
jobs and so forth? 

Well, I am losing confidence in those 
views. That is all I am saying, col-
leagues. And I think it is time for us to 
analyze what it means. 

I would say that the steel industry of 
the United States is not a little bitty 
matter. Right now, U.S. Steel closed a 
big plant I think in Indiana or Ohio. 
They just laid off a thousand or so 
workers in Alabama. SSAB Steel in 
Alabama says they are facing ferocious 
dumping, it is threatening their mar-
ket share and their ability to make the 
most modern plant in the world com-
petitive, and they don’t think it is fair. 

How long do you have to sustain this 
to have dealt substantial damage to 
the American steel industry? Don’t we 
need a steel industry? Where would 
steelworkers get jobs? They say: Well, 
they can take service jobs. Well, maybe 
so. Maybe they can work at the plumb-
ing company. Maybe they can work at 
a hospital. Maybe they can work in a 
nursing home. Maybe there is other 
work that can be found. But at some 
point, do we not need a manufacturing 
capability that provides a lot more 
than a service job—manufacturing ca-
pabilities, for example, that provide de-
mand for products, demand for sup-
plies, demand for workers who supply 
those plants and have ripple effects 
much larger than a person just repair-
ing faucets. I think we have to ask that 
question in a very serious way. 

I said earlier I voted for the Korean 
trade pact. I did not have a lot of trou-
ble voting for that at the time. I 
thought it was going to be fine. Maybe 
it is OK. Maybe the pact is going to be, 
sometime in the future, positive for the 
United States. 

The Koreans, like the Japanese, are 
good trading people. They are allies 
around the world on security agree-
ments. I am not putting the Koreans 
down. The Koreans are tough trade ne-
gotiators. They have a mercantilist 
philosophy. 

What happened before that agree-
ment was passed? President Obama 
promised that the U.S.-Korea Free 
Trade Agreement would increase U.S. 
goods exports to Korea by $10 billion to 
$11 billion. However, since the deal was 
ratified in 2012, I believe it was, our ex-
ports rose only $0.8 billion—less than $1 
billion, not $10 billion. Does that make 
any difference? 

We just bring in from abroad and our 
trading partners don’t allow exports 
abroad? What about the Korean im-
ports to the United States? They rose 
more than $12 billion, widening our 
trade gap, almost doubling our trade. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 12 minutes. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I be-
lieve I had up to 15 to 20 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
still time until 2. We are just notifying 
you of the 12 minutes. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I see my colleague 
from Louisiana. If he is ready to speak, 
I will wrap up. 

Mr. VITTER. I do not desire to 
speak. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I will wrap up, Mr. 
President. 

What about the Census Department’s 
report on the U.S. trade deficit of 
South Korea? They found it has almost 
doubled since the passage of the agree-
ment. In 2011, the United States had a 
$13.2 billion trade deficit with South 
Korea—not a healthy relationship 
there—but in 2014, it was $25 billion. 

Furthermore, the deficit is currently 
66 percent higher so far this year than 
it was at the same point last year. 
March was the largest trade deficit we 
have had in a very long time. The first 
quarter, we had a huge deficit. I believe 
the March trade deficit was the largest 
worldwide that we have had in over 6 
years. It was almost the highest ever. 

I am going to support moving for-
ward to discuss this trade bill. There 
will be some amendments that I would 
seek to offer. If that is the will of the 
Congress, those will pass; if not, they 
will not pass. But fundamentally I do 
believe it is time for the American peo-
ple to expect their political leaders to 
give them some real analysis about 
what the results of these trade agree-
ments are going to be. Will it help raise 
wages? Will it create increasing job 
prospects? Would it increase or reduce 
our trade deficit? Trade deficits rep-
resent a drain and a negative pull on 
the American economy. Some say they 
do not make much difference, but they 
do. It does impact adversely GDP. With 
regard to those questions, I think we 
need some answers. I will be asking 
those as we go forward. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alabama is recognized. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I wish 

to share a few more thoughts with my 
colleagues. 

In 2014, net exports—net exports sub-
tracted 1.5 percent from fourth-quarter 
GDP. That is a lot. GDP growth in the 
fourth quarter was subtracted by—ex-
cuse me, 1.15 percent. That is more 
than $500 billion. That is enough to 
fund a highway reauthorization pro-
gram for a long time. 

The problem is that in the short run, 
Americans tend to be losing jobs as a 
result of trade agreements; whereas, 
long-term unemployed people have a 
difficult time finding work. I would say 
I believe in trade, but it is not a reli-
gion with me. I believe it is a religion 
when somebody says that you should 
enter into a trade agreement with any-
body, opening your markets totally 
without demanding anything in return 
for that. 

I have to tell you, as I just read from 
others—it is clearly the policy of the 
Wall Street Journal—that is good pol-
icy, that you should enter into a trade 
agreement whether or not your partner 
will allow you to sell anything at all to 
them. I say good negotiations in a con-

tract are, which a trade negotiation is, 
if we open our markets, our competi-
tors ought to open theirs sufficiently. 
Too often we have the problems that 
arise from nontariff barriers that are 
impacting the ability of American 
businesses to sell products in their 
country. So even if they reduce their 
tariff, their ability to sell products is 
blocked by other nontariff matters, all 
of which I think we can discuss in the 
weeks to come. 

Let’s be sure we understand where 
this trade agreement is taking us, what 
the philosophy and approach behind it 
is, and let’s be sure it serves the inter-
ests of the American people first. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that we start the 
vote now, 5 minutes earlier than we 
planned. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Under the previous order, the motion 

to reconsider the vote on which cloture 
was not invoked on the motion to pro-
ceed to H.R. 1314 is agreed to. 

f 

CLOTURE MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to rule XXII, the Chair lays before the 
Senate the pending cloture motion, 
which the clerk will state. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the mo-
tion to proceed to H.R. 1314, an act to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide 
for a right to an administrative appeal relat-
ing to adverse determinations of tax-exempt 
status of certain organizations. 

Mitch McConnell, Bob Corker, Joni 
Ernst, Bill Cassidy, John Cornyn, Thad 
Cochran, Shelley Moore Capito, Deb 
Fischer, John McCain, James 
Lankford, Patrick J. Toomey, Roy 
Blunt, Ron Johnson, Pat Roberts, 
David Perdue, David Vitter, Ben Sasse. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum 
call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the motion to 
proceed to H.R. 1314, an act to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
provide for a right to an administrative 
appeal relating to adverse determina-
tions of tax-exempt status of certain 
organizations, shall be brought to a 
close, upon reconsideration? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
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